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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to communications: amendment filed 01/21/2005 to application 
filed on 1 1/28/2001, which has the benefit of foreign application filed on 1 1/30/2000. 

2. Claims 1-57 are pending in the case. Claims 1, 16, 26, 41, and 53 are independent claims. 

3. The rejections in previous office action have been withdrawn in view of the amendment. 

Claim Objections 

4. Claims 45 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

Regarding dependent claim 45, which is dependent on claim 41, the use of "wherein said 
document is comprises a notebook" has typographical error. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 47-49 and 54 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 47 recites the limitation "the software product as claimed in claim 46, wherein said 
plurality of records created comprise a plurality of . . ." renders the claim is vague and indefinite, 
since claim 46 has the limitation of a software product comprising a module for creating a 
plurality of records , this limitation does not mean that the records are actually created. Such 
limitation only means that a software product comprising a module configures to create a 
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plurality of records. Therefore claim 47 fails to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Dependent claims 48-49 are rejected for fully incorporating the dependencies of their base. 

Claim 54 recites the limitation "the product of claim 45, wherein said medium is a 
recordable data storage medium". There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the 
claim, since claim 45 does not mention a medium. Although, claim 53 mentions a medium, 
however, claim 54 cannot dependent on claim 53, since recorded data storage is not a type of is 
signal-bearing medium. Therefore, claim 54 fails to particularly point out and distinctly claim 
the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §101 

7. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

8. Claims 26-57 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention 
is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Regarding claims 41-51, the software product and/or computer program is/are not tangibly 
embodied on a computer, computer readable medium or other statutory device. 

Regarding claims 26-40, 52-57. These claims limitations are not limited to tangible 
embodiments. In view of Applicant's disclosure, specification page 5, lines 9-11, the medium is 
not limited to tangible embodiments, instead being defined as including both tangible 
embodiments (e.g., storage) and intangible embodiments (e.g., transmitted as a signal, such as on 
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a modulated carrier signal, network, internet), 
subject matter and is therefore non-statutory. 
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As such, the claim is not limited to statutory 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

9. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United 
States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application by another who 
has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 371(c) of this title before the invention 
thereof by the applicant for patent. 

The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by the American Inventors Protection Act of 1999 
(AJPA) and the Intellectual Property and High Technology Technical Amendments Act of 2002 
do not apply when the reference is a U.S. patent resulting directly or indirectly from an 
international application filed before November 29, 2000. Therefore, the prior art date of the 
reference is determined under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) prior to the amendment by the AEPA (pre-AIPA 
35 U.S.C. 102(e)). 

1 0. Claims 1, 3-5, 7-1 1 , 13-1 6, 1 9-22, 24-26, 28-30, 32-36, 38-41 , 43, 45-47, 49-57 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as anticipated by Getchius et al., US 6496,843 Bl, filed 
03/1999. 

Regarding independent claim 1, Getchius teaches the steps of: 
- storing a first plurality of values in at least one first object, said first plurality of 
values comprising initial values of a plurality of data fields in a document (Getchius, 
col.5, lines 15-36; col. 10, lines 14-40; col.39, lines 1-10; col.44, lines 35-53; and 
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corresponding figures; user enters business information in online form (fig.22) and 
storing entered values of fields an existing database and existing database copy); 
storing a second plurality of values in at least one second object, said second plurality 
of values being identical to said first plurality of values (Getchius, col.44, lines 35-53; 
storing values of fields in an updated database copy); 

receiving modifications from a user to said data fields and storing said modifications 
in said at least one second object as current values (Getchius, col. 10, lines 33-41; 
col.44, lines 35-53; and corresponding figures; changing values of the data fields and 
storing said changed values as current values on an updated database copy); 

- comparing said first and second plurality of values to determine which data fields 
have initial values different from their current values (Getchius, col.44, lines 8-53; 
comparing the values in existing database and updated database copy to determine the 
different between two data sets); 

- creating a plurality of records identifying all data fields having initial values different 
from their current values as determined in step comparing (Getchius, col.44, lines 8- 
53; comparing to produce the delta or different of records and classifying the delta 
records as insert, delete, or update operation, wherein the delta of records having 
identifiers in both sets, but having associated strings differ are considered update 
records. For example, when update an address of a business record, the update data 
(new address), which is different from data (old address) in the existing database is 
produced in order to update/modify the existing database); and 
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transmitting said plurality of records to a server, said plurality of records for use in 
updating data in a data storage device (Getchius, col. 13, lines 11-15; col. 39, lines 29- 
32; only changes or updates to particular entries are transmitted to Front End Server 
from the BackOffice for updating the database stored in the Front End Server instead 
of updating or overwriting the entire copy of the database). 

Regarding dependent claim 3, which is dependent on claim 2, Getchius teaches wherein 
step storing a first plurality of values is performed when said HTML form is loaded into a web 
browser (Getchius, col. 5, lines 15-36; col. 10, lines 14-40; col. 39, lines 1-10; col.44, lines 35-53; 
col. 15, line 45 - col. 16, line 3; HTML form must be loaded into a web browser for the user 
enters business information in online form (fig.22) and storing entered values of fields an 
existing database and existing database copy). 

Regarding dependent claim 4, which is dependent on claim 3, Getchius teaches wherein 
the step comparing is performed after said modifications have been completed by said user 
(Getchius, col.10, lines 33-41 and col.44, lines 8-53). 

Regarding dependent claim 5, which is dependent on claim 4, Getchius teaches wherein 
said plurality of records comprise a plurality of data field identifiers, and wherein each of said 
data field identifiers identifies one of said plurality of data fields in said document (Getchius, 
col.44, lines 8-53; figure 26). 
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Regarding dependent claim 7, which is dependent on claim 1, Getchius teaches wherein 
said document comprise a notebook (Getchius, col. 5, lines 15-37 and fig.3). 

Regarding dependent claim 8, which is dependent on claim 7, Getchius teaches wherein 
said notebook comprises at least one panel (Getchius, col. 5, lines 15-37 and fig.3). 

Regarding dependent claim 9, which is dependent on claim 8, Getchius teaches wherein 
step storing a first plurality of values is performed when said notebook is opened (Getchius, 
col.5, lines 15-36; col.10, lines 14-40; col.39, lines 1-10; col.44, lines 35-53; col.15, line 45 - 
col. 16, line 3; HTML form must be loaded into a web browser for the user enters business 
information in online form (fig.22) and storing entered values of fields an existing database 
and/or existing database copy when the user presses the "submit information" button (fig.22)). 

Regarding dependent claim 10, which is dependent on claim 9, Getchius teaches 
wherein step comparison is performed on data in a panel of said at least one panel after said 
modifications have been completed by said user (Getchius, col.10, lines 33-41 and col.44, lines 
8-53). 

Regarding dependent claim 11, which is dependent on claim 10, Getchius teaches 
wherein step creating is performed for said panel of said at least one panel, wherein said plurality 
of records created comprise a plurality of data field identifiers, and wherein each of said data 
field identifiers one of said plurality of data fields in said panel (Getchius, col.44, lines 8-53). 
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Regarding dependent claim 13, which is dependent on claim 12, Getchius teaches 
wherein step comparing, creating and transmitting are repeated for each panel in a notebook 
(Getchius, col.5, lines 15-36; col.10, lines 14-40; col.39, lines 1-10; col.44, lines 35-53; col.15, 
line 45 - col. 16, line 3; and col. 56, lines 19 - col. 57, line 5; to update information whenever a 
user requests/submits changed information, the step of comparing, creating and transmitting are 
repeated for the panel in the notebook, wherein the notebook has at least one panel). 

Regarding dependent claim 14, which is dependent on claim 13, Getchius teaches 
wherein said plurality of records are used to determine at least one of the following whether a 
data field has an initial value different from its current value; whether a panel comprises a data 
field having an initial value different from its current value; whether said notebook comprises a 
panel which comprises a data field having an initial value different from it current value 
(Getchius, col.44, lines 8-53). 

Regarding dependent claim 15, which is dependent on claim 1, Getchius teaches 
wherein said document comprises a hierarchy of documents, and wherein said plurality of 
records are used to determine whether a data field having an initial value different from its 
current value exists at a specified level of said hierarchy of documents (Getchius, figure 7; 
col.15, line 45 - col. 16, line 3; col.44, lines 8-34 and col.56, lines 19 - col.57, line 5). 

Claims 16, 18-25 for a system of presenting the method of claims 1, 5-8, 11-12, 14-15, 
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respectively, and are similarly rejected under the same rationale. 

Claims 26, 28-40 are for a computer readable medium presenting the method of claims 
1,3-15, respectively, and are similarly rejected under the same rationale. 

Claims 41, 43-50 are for a software product performing the method of claims 1, 5-8, 1 1- 
12, 14-15, respectively, and are similarly rejected under the same rationale. 

Claims 51-52 are for a computer program performing the method of claim 1, and are 
rejected under the same rationale. 

Claims 53-57 are for a computer program product performing the method of claim 1, and 
are rejected under the same rationale. Getchius teaches computer program product for displaying 
data in a database comprising machine executable code (Getchius, claim 29) to perform the 
method of claim 1 as explained above. Getchiu teaches a system for performing online data 
queries is a distributed computer system, wherein a update techniques are used to updated a 
plurality of server nodes (Getchiu, abstract). Therefore, the limitation of" a recordable data 
storage medium", such as a hard drive of the computer, must be inherently included to perform 
the updating information that is provide from a user (client) through online form to a server. It is 
noted that claim 53-57 are also rejected under 35 U.S. C. 101 because the claimed invention 
is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
1 1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

(b) This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the claims under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various claims was commonly owned at the 
time any inventions covered therein were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the 
obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly 
owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 
U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 



12. Claims 6, 17, 27, and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Getchius et al., US 6496,843 Bl, filed 03/1999. 

Regarding dependent claim 2, which is dependent on claim 1, Getchius teaches wherein 
said document is an PHTML document containing an HTML form (Getchius, col. 15, line 45 - 
col. 16, line 3). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Getchius' PHTML document to include an HTML 
document, since PHTML files are HTML instructions with embedded processing instructions. 

Claim 17 is for a system of presenting the method of claim 2 and is similarly rejected 
under the same rationale. 

Claim 27 is for a computer readable medium presenting the method of claim 2 and is 
similarly rejected under the same rationale. 
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Claim 42 is for a software product presenting the method of claim 2 and is similarly 
rejected under the same rationale. 

13. Claims 6, 12, 18, 23, 31, 37, 44, and 48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Getchius , and further in view of Baillargeon et al., US 2002/0046076 Al, 
priority filed 09/2000. 

Regarding dependent claim 6, which is dependent on claim 5, Getchius does not 
explicitly disclose a Boolean value assigned to each of said data field identifiers to indicate 
whether said data field has an initial value different from it current value as determined in step 
comparison. 

Baillargeon teaches a Boolean value assigned to each of said data field identifiers to 
indicate whether said data field has updated (Baillargeon, page 4, paragraphs 50-52, fig.2). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Baillargeon' s using Boolean into Getchius to mark data 
field identifiers that need to be update, since this would have facilitate the updating of values of 
the data fields that need to be changed and keep track what data is updated or need to be update. 

Regarding dependent claim 12, which is dependent on claim 11, Getchius does not 
explicitly disclose wherein said plurality of records further comprise a Boolean value assigned to 
each of said data field identifier to indicate whether said data field has an initial different from its 
current value as determined in step comparing. 
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Baillargeon teaches a Boolean value assigned to each of said data field identifiers to 
indicate whether said data field has updated (Baillargeon, page 4, paragraphs 50-52, fig.2). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Baillargeon' s using Boolean into Getchius to mark data 
field identifiers that need to be update, since this would have facilitated the updating of values of 
the data fields that need to be changed and keep track what data is updated or need to be update. 

Claims 18 and 23 are for a system of presenting the method of claims 6 and 12 
respectively, and are similarly rejected under the same rationale. 

Claims 31 and 37 are for a computer readable medium presenting the method of claims 6 
and 12, respectively, and are similarly rejected under the same rationale. 

Claims 44 and 48 are for a software product performing the method of claims 6 and 12, 
respectively, and are similarly rejected under the same rationale. 

Response to Arguments 
6. Applicant's arguments filed 01/21/2005 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicants argue with respect to claim 1 that Getchius does not disclose the step of 
"creating a plurality of records identifying all data fields having initial values different from their 
current values" (emphasis by applicants) as claimed. 

This is not persuasive. Getchius teaches after comparing the new records in update 
database with existing records in existing database in backoffice. The delta or differences of 
records are produced and classified (Getchius, col.44, lines 8-34). Getchius teaches that each 
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entry in the differences is classified as insert, delete, or update operation (Getchius, col. 44, lines 
20-22). It is clearly that in order to classify, each produced (the delta) record must be identified 
as Getchius disclosed "[rjecords in which identifiers are both sets, but, however have associated 
strings that differ are considered update records having data contents in the string that is updated 
for the corresponding identifiers". 

Applicants argue that examiner failed to state a proper motivation to combine the 
references and Baure is non-analogous art. 

This is not persuasive. However, Getchius teaches all limitiation of claim 1 as explained 
in the rejection above. 

Applicants argue with respect to claim 1 that Moore does not disclose plurality of records 
comprise a Boolean value assigned to each of said data field identifiers. 

Examiner agrees. However, Baillargeon teaches such limitation as explained in the 
rejection above. 

Conclusion 

14. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

Midgley et al., US 6,625,623 Bl, filed 12/1999, teaches system and method for backing 
up data files. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Thu V Huynh whose telephone number is (571) 272-4126. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen S Hong can be reached on (571) 272-4124. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



TVH 

April 28, 2005 




STEPHEN HONG 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 



